Okay, it is 3:30, February 1, 2005. 
Our Human Predicament. 


Last week a number of articles reported the reaction at Ouschwitz [ph] at the 
60th anniversary of the liberation of Ouschwitz and in one way or another, nearly 
everyone that spoke raised the question, how could this have happened. It's still 
incomprehensible, it's incommunicable, unimaginable and we can no longer say 
if we did 60 years ago or 40 years ago, we will never let this happen again or it 
could never happen again, it has happened again, if not on that scale generally 
but it has happened in Rwanda, Burgundy and to a much lesser degree in terms 
of ethnic cleansing in former Yugoslavia, same questions were raised by the 
revelations at Abu Gharib, how could Americans be doing this, is this possible. A 
movie just came out, Hotel Rwanda and the book by Romeo Daler who is the UN 
commander in Rwanda, which again raise these questions, how is this possible 
again. To which end is this man at some point I think in the horrors of Rwanda, 
somebody asked, is this Man? Actually that isn't a hard answer and a 
phenomenon to be explored and understood is the existence of the question 
whenever one of these massacres occurs, namely how could this be happening, 
how could this have been foreseen, how can we understand this. Is this Man? 
The answer is yes, specifically it is a male phenomenon to a large extent but 
much more broadly, definitely much more broadly it is humanity. How could this 
be happening? Well this is what humans do. The persistent surprise and failure 
to foresee, failure to comprehend even after it's happened, that is a note worthy 
phenomenon since it has been such a common phenomenon through out human 
history. Indeed that does run in to the challenge that it's thought to be something 
that occurs only at earlier stages in human history which has somehow been 
outgrown, civilization has replaced barbarism which was prone to this kind of 
massacre. Civilization in turn is a progressive phenomenon and just as slavery 
was eventually abolished, this somehow belongs to a childhood or early 
developmental stage of civilization and is something that has been outgrown so 
that when it turns up again, it's regarded as a throwback, as retrograde, as 
inexplicable change in the course of development, but still not something to be 
generalized about, or it's distanced by saying that it's something that happens in 
relatively uncivilized parts of the world or people with a different culture and 
different form of civilization if it can be called that at all. Thus we have seen the 
suicide banners now, it's reflecting a religion held indeed by a billion people in the 
world, Islam, which however we've been hearing since 9/11 has the barabric 
aspect of allowing people not only to kill in the name of Allah, kill unbelievers and 
infidels, but to send your children out to kill themselves along with others. That 
was the reaction in the Intafada [ph], second Intafada suicide bombing in Israel 
and again with 9/11. So it's a different religion that permits that, or as in 
Rwanada, very obviously people just somehow slightly removed from the 
savagery and barbarism in Africa, perhaps say it's understood in racist terms as 
something that shows how little removed these particular humans are, this race 
of humans from sub-human animals. Thus not to be generalized, it's something 









that doesn't generalise at all to us, something that could be controled perhaps by 
re-instituting colonialism or the rule of these people by more civilized western 
people, white people. That obviously does offer itself as the solution if that’s 
one's understanding that this massacre and killing of neighbor by neighbor, killing 
of children and infants by dashing them against the a wall in front of their mothers 
is something confined to these sub-human or lower forms of humanity. That is a 
challenge to them by the exatly the same phenomena recurring in Serbia and 
Croatia of ethnic cleansing accompanied by massacre and the turning of 
neighbor against neighbor and indeed that did strike people as incomprehensible 
because it was occuring in the heart of Europe and among people who looked 
exactly like us, (inaudible) opinion many of them blond and blue eyed. Again that 
was the challenge, the incomprehensible aspect of the holocaust. Obviously 
there had been deliberate massacres like that in colonial history obviously though 
most people didn't know much about them. But again it's been said in some of 
these very statements, this was happening in the heart of Europe. One footnote 
on that is something I read just last night for the first tie that it was happening not 
only in one of the most culturally advanced countries in the world and in Europe, 
namely Germany, a country of philosophy and music and high culture, but in one 
of the most religious countries in the world and perhaps the most religous in 
terms of church going in all of Europe. We are of course a famously church going 
nation, perhaps the most in the world, but in Europe and in Germany, that was 
also true and specifically Christian, out comes their little known fact is that in 
Rwanda most of the great majority of people were Christian, both among the 
Hutu and the Tutsi. So religion did not protect them in either case, either in the 
case of the black Africans or the white Germans and Surds and through out did 
not protect them or guard them against this massacre. That can be seen as 
paradoxical, although what I'm about to discuss is that I think it is not paradoxical, 
that it is indeed characteristic of religions in the world, nearly all religions, that 
they are part of the problem that I'm going to describe and would have to be 
changed very significantly to be part of the solution, and I would say that is true 
of all religions, that there is no religion that is adequate yet to save us from 
species suicidal and species homicidal, tendencies that can lead to our extinction 
and certainly to our great degradation and decimation [ph] before very long. To 
repeat, I believe that religion can indeed must be part of the solution, part of a 
remedy here but not in the form that religion now takes in any religion and in 
particular not in the form of Christian, Islamic or Jewish religions, all of which 
have a great readiness as in their secret books to see their God, to see the God 
to whom they pray and from whom they take their guidance, as a God of war, a 
God that not only does not fail to forbid war, but can be a peal for victory and war 
and indeed a peal to buy both sides meaningfully, a God that takes sides in war 
and presumably uses to his male God purposes in that form of prayer and 
legitamation of war, specifically is I would say part of our human problem and has 
been for thousands of years. 

My thesis is that the human species as a whole- both genders, male in particular 
I must say but both genders- has characteristics that are not suited to the long 








term survival of the species and however, they may infact have contributed to a 
certain kind of success in terms of multiplication by the species and the great 
explosion almost of population, especially in recent times and global presence 
and global domination in the sense of it's impact and in both deliberate and 
unintended impact on the environment and on other species. I'm saying that, 
those same characteristics which may have led to this kind of short term success 
may be... infact seem to me to be fatal to it's long term welfare or survival, and by 
long term I'm not measuring in terms of the period since the human species 
emerged, which is about a hundred thousand years in it's present form in terms 
of brain structure, but in terms of the very short round of decades, generations, a 
century or two at the very most. I’m suggesting that the species which has 
multiplied for the last several hundred years in particular and above all in the last 
hundred years. That is most unlikely that I would say that population will infact 
increase in the same way, or that the present population even will be maintained 
over the next hundred years, and that not because we have prudently decided or 
managed to limit population growth, but rather by catastrophic effects that we 
have brought about including nuclear war and environmental change and 
resulting famine. There is a straight forward population prediction now, a matter 
on which I'm hardly an expert, but that's the way of making concrete what my 
intuition is about the future, the immediate future. That's closely related to my 
own personal percetion based on unusual access to our nuclear planning and 
nuclear policy which is that it is something like a miracle that we have not had 
another explosion on people since Hiroshima and another instance, Nagasaki. In 
other words that there has been 60 years without a third nuclear explosion on a 
city and I am saying that I regard it as it will be a much greater miracle, it's that 
it's extended by another 60 years. My understanding of the world today is that I 
would be very, very surpriosed if... not that I'm goin to live that long, if we have 
another 60 years, indeed I have to say another 30 years without a number more 
of explosions at least. I should (inaudible) that I haven't had that feeling before 
and have been surprised and I'm saying that I am surprised and I have only 
partial answer to the question of why I was wrong in the past, although the part of 
that answer is that an event unforeseen, a set of events unforeseen by me or 
virtually anyone that I've ever heard of can take place and that was the ending of 
the cold war with the Soviet Union and indeed the collapse of the Soviet Union. I 
did not foresee that, I don't know anyone who did and even in retrospect, it would 
have been very hard to predict even though some individuals, a few individuals 
did it seems imagine that result, but certainly they didn't convince many people. 
So that change in the world did have an element of the miraculous to it at that 
time, which was about 15 years ago and still does even in retrospect, that was a 
miracle. Another miracle not closely related to the nuclear one and a political 
event equally unforeseen was the peaceful transfer of power to a black majority 
government in South Sfrica without a wide violent confrontation. I'm sayin that it 
will take political and moral and psychological miracles, a miracle of the same 
order as those to give us another 60 years without nuclear explosions and to 
move us toward a radical lessening of the danger in the long run. That's not 
entirely bvad news because these are events that did occur, these miracles did 











happen, miracles in the sense of an understanding of the world very broadly did 
not allow us to predict at all or even to imagine, and which in retrospect, even 
failure to foresee those did not seem a terrible failure of our theories that are say 
advantagious, lucky aspect to that, the emergence to power for example of an 
extremely unusual world states, Gorbachav [ph] for example, and indeed in 
South Africa a very unusual state when Nelson Mandela, after his long prison 
stay, weer factors in that. But they existed and what followed, what the influence 
he actually had was hard to foresee. I'm saying that these are... I'm looking for 
the kind of miracle that could happen as has happened in the past, but that I can't 
foresee exactly. However, it is my believe that the many kinds of actions that 
need to be taken and changes that need to be made are made more likely if very 
generally, we in America and we as humans come to understand ourselves in a 
very broad sense, not just in a sense confined to any one nation, in a different 
way and a more realistic way than we have ever achieved, and that we should 
change our understanding and the way certain somehow that now appear 
extremely surprising and incomprehensible are understood in a way that makes 
them less surprising and I see that as a necessary step on the way to making 
them less frequent and even elimination certain kinds of phenomena, making 
quite radical changes, but I think that depends on understanding what has to be 
changed and who has to be changed and by who and how and I don't think there 
is... I think I can contribute to that, that's what I propose to do here. So my object 
and some things I'm going to say would sound very accusatory and gloomy, 
pessimistic and could sound fatalistic, are not in my view. At least they're not 
fatalistic in the sense that I honestly believe and I'm devoting my life based on... 
to the believe that it is possible to change the future that seems to me now very 
likely. But I don't think the change will be easy or likely and I say I think one 
aspect of that is something I hope to contribute to and that is a better 
understanding of what has to be changed. Alright, first the proposition and I'll get 
to specifics, quite specific examples, but I would like to make two propositions 
about the species of which I and we are a part. One is that humans are... I'll just 
say at this point, my brother Harry (inaudible) baby was come I think this morning 
on America's sense of exceptionalism, that we're different, we're better than 
anybody else, we're God's chosen people and that, that gives us an entitlement 
to do things that we would condemn in others, but that we have a right to use 
violence and to extend our role in certain ways because we are exceptionally free 
from fault. My comment to that, say as a preface to what I'm about to say, is that I 
believe we humans not just Americans, but all humans are exceptional as a 
species in some ways of which we are not very conscious. There are lots of ways 
we can say that we have capabilities, valuable capabilities that distinguish us 
from other species. But there are two aspects that are not such good news, the 
two make us very exceptional. One is that we are almost unique amongst 
species and lacking an instinctual inhibition against killing other members of our 
own species. There are infact, we share that lack and thus that we share the 
readiness to kill other members, other humans, other members of our own 
species. With our closest genetic relatives, certain types of chimpanzees and 
infact some certain species of ants as I understand it, who do undertake 












something very like war against other ants of their own species as we see it. But 
those are the only exceptions that I know of. If there are others, I would like to 
know of them and to refine my conversations here. But to the best understanding 
I have achieved in the last 20 years or so that I have been thinking about this, 
putting aside the chimpanzees we are alone or we are distinct from other species 
and certainly other mammals and primates and we say higher invertebrates, 
higher animals and all animals in the fact that we very commonly for a great 
variety of reasons kill and torture and enslave but specifically kill other humans. I 
might note that when I mention this to people, I've almost never had the response 
that, that was a familiar observation. Infact most people find that very hard to 
absorb at first and accept it then find that they aren't able to come up with other 
examples that they are aware of. Everyone knows, for example, that animals 
fight among each other such as deer or bear or wolves for various reasons, or 
lots of animals have fights for example, over a particular territory or particular... or 
jealousy, women... yes the females, fighting for females or for dominance and 
that dominance phenomena and even fighting is familiar to us all, and even if 
they're aware that it doesn’t lead for various reasons to war among herds, it looks 
like us, very much like us and for some of the same motives. What people are 
not aware of is that, that fighting virtually never leads to death and that will 
appear to be instinctual inhibitions strongly against carrying it to the death. A wolf 
for example, as I understand it, fighting another wolf to the death it would appear, 
finds that when a clear domination has been achieved on one (inaudible) has 
clearly been bested, it's not up to beating the other. It will actually bare it's throat, 
put itself on the mercy and effect of the more aggressive or the stronger wolf, 
who then refrains from carrying the death out. It's like a gladitorial contest in 
which the verdict of the winner or of the crowd or the emperor is always thumbs 
up, don't pursue this to the death. And the same is true of deer and other 
species, gorillas, birds, felines. They simply don’t kill each other and you know... 
hard kto believe that there aren't some exceptions, but certainly... but I haven't 
heard of any and just don't do it, even, as I've said, if they have reason to do it in 
terms of a fight for various reasons. That's very different from humans. Second, 
we are all aware of the fight for survival and nature (inaudible) and tooth and 
claw and every law say to the fact that this is a) a matter of killing other species 
and b) almost exclusively for reasons of eating them. Now there is an inhibiton 
that we share with other animals, and despite our sense of flexibility and free will 
and free choice, we don't think of it as a choice not to eat either our adversaries if 
they've been killed or to kill them to eat, or to eat other members of our own 
species, even under extreme conditions of hunger. We are no more likely to kill 
another human in order to eat them, young, female, male, old, than we are to eat 
a cadaver. We don't do either of those, just like other animals. Other animals 
starve in drought areas or under terrible climatic conditions without keeping 
some alive by eating the rest, whether killing them to do it or eating them when 
they die otherwise, either naturally or of the same famine. As I say, likewise 
humans will starve, will die rather then eat the bodies of other humans and there 
are famous exceptions to that, but it's note worthy that despite the extreme... 
note but two things are notable. The people like ourselves, namely the Donner 










party and the people stranded in the Andes who ate cadavers because there was 
literally no other nourishment at all, and a few sea men who had been in life 
boats for very long periods have eaten some of those who died. In every case, 
they've never really been excused by almost anybody for doing that. It's regarded 
as breaking of a fundamental taboo and they're regarded with some awe and 
horro forever, despite the fact that it was their only way of staying alive. It's 
understood that they should have allowed themselve to die, and their children to 
die in the case of the Donner party, rather then to feed them the flesh of other 
humans who had died not by their hand. So little long to kill them for that reason. 
So on the one hand it seems as condemnable under any circumstances 
whatever and I think no one has ever really been excused for doing that and it's 
done remarkably little. Second, there have always been many stories of savage 
tribes that eat for food regularly, that were cannibals, but as recent books have 
shown, it's very hard to find any reliable evidence or testimony that this has ever 
happened. There are those who do continue to say that there have been 
examples of this, but it's part of academic anthropological controvery here of 
which one very respectable side is that it simply never happened. Why then the 
constant stories which were familiar to everybody. The answer seems to be that 
it has always attributed, very commonly attributed based on rumour and stories 
and hearsay about some other tribe which was not been observed doing it but 
which is described as cannibalistic and that in turn characterises them as 
irrevocably savage and people who deserve to be opposed and though not 
eaten, actually wiped out if they can't be cured of this habit of cannibalism. In 
other words, it's a license for civilizing them by a Krag rifle, so to say, civilize 
them with a Krag and... or with a spear or whatever. So in other words again, the 
exceptions had proved the rule in the sense that if they exist at all, they were 
guarded as the epitomy of evil and horror. So in that respect then, our freewill 
seems to be significantly limited and we live without facing a choice. Our 
revulsion and our horror against doing that, at the idea of eating human flesh, 
seems to be, and I would like any scientific commentary on this that I can find, 
but it seems to be instinctual of not just something trained into people as it is with 
other animals, obviously at the same way. They didn't get it from school or 
religious teaching. So in that respect, we're like other animals. That makes all the 
more striking than our contrast with other animals on the question of simply killing 
members of our own species and there are as I say, few humans that I've ever 
encountered, seem to be aware of our exceptionalism in this respect. 

First point, I don't want to make (inaudible). An aspect of our free will, supposedly 
our flexibility of choice, our intellect, our ability to adapt and to change the 
behaviour from which so much else flows and which has something to do with 
our nervous system, our developed nervous system, has this regretable.... I'm 
suggesting regretable capacity, let's just say different capacity from other animals 
and that we are not... we do not have the same instinctual constraint against 
killing that other animals do, and that we do have with respect to eating them. 
This distinction in my mind, by the way it goes back, infact I started thinking 
about this whole subject from meeting Eric Ericson at the Welfleet conferences 
sponsored by Robert Leften and Eric Ericson which I first attended in 1982 and 












heard him discuss then something that he had written about and I proceeded to 
read his papers on the subject, a phenomena which he called Pseudo 
Specieation of humans, which he regarded as a very problematic characteristic 
of humans and one great danger and that could possible be surmounted and 
they needed to be surmounted, and what he meant by that was that humans had 
the characteristic trait of defining certain other members of their own species as 
being of a different species. Why did he see it in a sub-human other than human, 
lower than human and thus beings that one could kill. I felt unsatisfied, he was 
obviously pointing to something important here but in particular he was pointing 
to me, to a then alleged characteristic of humans that was problematic and 
dangerous and which distinguised us from other species. That was the point that 
first caught my attention and in which I'm still... which I still accept as an 
important point. But I always felt from the beginning uneasy you know actually 
about that conceptualization of the problem for a number of reasons which I won't 
go into entirely here, but I had after all been in Vietnam, I had grown up in the 
Second World War, I'd been in the service during the Korean emergency and the 
marines, and I started with the thought that I did not think it was necessary, that it 
was necessary for humans to regard other humans as being in fact not human, 
inhuman, sub-human, in order to kill them. It seemed to clear to me that 
Americans had not regarded the Germans as being of a different species, 
although we bombed them, the German civilians, especially in the spring of '45 
and the British had been doing it since '42, as indiscriminately and ferociously as 
we did about the same time to the Japanese. The bombing of the Japanese 
including the atom bomb were often seen by may people as racist and is related 
to the fact that we saw the Japanese as being animals, and indeed they were 
called rats and vermin and lice in our propaganda to some degree and that more 
than the Germans. But infact as Sam Keyne has shown in his book, The Face of 
the Enemy, that is an extremely common characterization of propagandas, the 
characterization of enemies during war time. And that in the Japanese case 
would seem or does look as though it confirms Ericson's observation. BUt was 
that perception of the Japanese necessary to our bombing of them, and as I say, 
it obviously was not the case in terms of our fighting the Germans and bombing 
German infacts and women and children in their cities, and although there are 
those who feel we would have never have used the atom bomb in Germany, I 
feel strongly that that is wrong and that had the bomb been ready in time or had 
the war in Germany lasted longer, it would infact have been used in Germany, 
and there's a lot of reason to think that. So that would contradict the notion that 
it's necessary to see them as a different species. But another side to that was 
that I was led eventually to question whether infact we did see even the 
Japanese or rthe Africans or every other... or the Indians as a different species, 
even those that seemed.... oh by the way, I interject here, in line with their 
(inaudible) there's no question that the propaganda of the Nazis did define the 
Jews as being sub-human and a kind of vermin, and just as in Rwanda, the 
Tutsis were defined as cockroaches or were called cockroaches in order to carry 
out a plan of annhilating them, of exterminating them. It certainly was convenient 
and easier to see the people you were annhilating as akin to vermin or weeds. 









But was it necessary and was it universal, even as a convenience, and it seemed 
to be clearly not true. Come back now, did they infact really see them as they 
said or was that just a metaphor, did they understand it as just a metaphor, even 
in the case... of a case that they did openly or explicitly deny the full humanity of 
some of these people. Even so I noticed, they didn't eat their fallen adversaries. 
Again we're so used to that inhibition that we don't notice it as we don't focus on 
that as being note worthy at all. But with all the.... if from this unusual theory of 
Ericson's that we actually saw them as pseudo species, as a different species 
from us, that would immediately raise the question, why then especially in 
conditions of hunger or exogency, why not eat them? Because they are a 
different species. And I would say that the failure to the fact that that didn’t even 
arise as an issue, how it contradicts the ntion that they were genuinely seen as a 
different species. The point here that I'm making is, I became aware as I thought 
about it that humans were a species that did not need to see other humans as 
being of a different species in order to kill them. Indeed, another difference from 
the other animals was that they killed anybody, always from other species from 
their own, they killed other animals almost only to eat them, or as we killed all 
kinds of animals including humans for a great variety of reasons. In the case of 
other animals or non-human animals ofcourse, we had the motives often of fur, 
hides, ivory, you know uses for parts of their bodies that went beyond food and 
that as far as I know is unique among animals. I don't know animals to decorate 
themselves to some extent but do any other animals decorate themselves with 
the parts of the cadavers of different species? I would question that. I think it'll be 
good to know more about this. So we kill the animals for (inaudible)but also 
ofcourse for territorial reasons. As I've said, fighting among animals or menacing, 
threatening what appears to be bluff behaviour or acting macho or menacing 
certainly does occur very widely, making faces and infact growling, snarling and 
scratching and as I say even fighting can be used to mark territoriality, just like 
humans, but it doesn't go to the point of killing even when the killing would be 
perfectly feasible, as it does in the case of humans. So we don't just scare other 
people off and indeed so called savage tribes, primitive tribes often do go 
through a form of dancing and menacing and showing of teeth and brandishing 
spears. That is a great of what amounts to bluff and make believe, a ritual that 
does not generally go to the point of killing anyone or more than one person. A 
difference, for example, between primitive warfare and what we called civilized 
warfare is that in many of, for instance American-lndian tribes, it was 
characteristic to carry out raids or counter raids against another tribe or go 
through what had great appearance of warfare but they breakoff as soon as one 
person was wounded, as soon as blood was drawn, or conceiveably even one 
person was wounded or conceiveably if one person was killed, characteristically 
the combat would be broken off. All that could be explained by the low population 
then and the fact that they couldn't afford to wipe each other out, but infact in 
more recent times, and that's few hundred years, there have been many 
examples where nations or tribes went very far toward wiping each other out. 
So... the Choco war in Latin America comes to my mind among others. So we 
have then this characteristic that we not only kill other animals for a variety of 












reasons, as I say, to clear them out of areas, to clear away what we regard as 
vermin, again perhaps an almost unique human phenomenon that I'm aware of 
and ofcourse... I'll come back to this, but we have great impact on the survival 
even of whole species, often inadvertently to perhaps a unique degree,! would 
guess a unique degree. I'll come back to that. But when it comes to killing 
humans, a) we don't kill them to eat any more than other animals kill anybody to 
eat, but we do kill them for a great, great variety of reasons, none of which apply 
to other animals except to some degree, the animals that are closest relations, 
certain types of chimpanzees and not all of them either. It may be true that the 
Bonabow [ph] are as close to us genetically as any other species, but their 
behaviour is enormously different from ours and from other chimpanzees. So 
then we are this species that is a danger to itself in terms of violence and virtually 
uniquely so. That is not true of chimpanzees obviously and to my awareness, not 
true of ants that do warfare. We are in danger of extinction or certainly of great 
decimation, which is merely cutting down by ten, but a cutting down of our 
population by much greater factors than that, by our own hands, by human 
violence. Now why this enormous degree of threat? Because this willingness to 
kill other humans like our broad reasons for killing other species is combined with 
other of our characteristics which in turn relate to our higher intellectual... let me 
call the higher faculties, a fuller brain, cerebral cortex, the neo cortex, which 
appeared in it's full structure characteristically, only about a 100,000 years ago 
between 50 and a 100,000 years ago, perhaps it could be said as recently as 
50,000 years ago, which is a very short time ofcourse in evolutionary terms. 
Humans in a much broader sense of humanity have existed, perhaps one can 
trace them back a million years or certainly several 100,000, but not with the full 
capacities, not by the way that these full capacities were necessarily needed for 
what I'm about to describe, but various capacities we have that lead us to 
obviously (inaudible) language. It would be interesting to know just how far back 
that goes, I don't happen to know, it's not less than a 100,000 years but it's 
possibly very much more than that, and other characteristics, one in particular I'm 
about to say, a kind of herd instinct, an aspect of our herd instinct that suit us for 
very highly organized action and for tool making action, for the use of parts of our 
environment instrumental^, and the ability to fashion instruments and in 
particular, instruments of agriculture and comfort which can increase our 
population, but instruments of killing other humans and of torture, coersion which 
serve two purposes, but very much at first the ability to organize, to act together 
in very elaborate ways and with technology at various levels and ofcourse that 
has... the latter has grown exclusively since the harnessing of the power of fossil 
fuels with coal and oil, gas eventually and then followed later by nuclear. So with 
allthe ability then to shape the world and to increase our comfort has grown a 
very great increase in our ability on the one hand to coerce at great distances to 
threaten, to torture, to enslave, to command, to control large armies and with 
them to control even larger, much larger populations, well armed armies, indeed 
colonialism has based and the great reach of the British Empire for example 
essentially reached based on better technology of warfare, starting as far back as 
the bronze age and iron and steel steam ships and eventually cannon and rifles. 








This extreme technology is not essential for widespread killing as was shown in 
Rwanda where the killing was done in an unpredented weight, unprecedented 
even by World War Two standards with no technology beyond the (inaudible). 
The victims were unharmed and many of the perpetrators, the killers did have 
guns but they didn’t use them on the whole, they saved bullets by using 
(inaudible), even though that was harder work physically than using a bullet, and 
unlike butchering a large animal, any large animal and even so it was done at the 
rate of 8,000 a day average for 100 days, killing 800,000 people in 100 days 
which was a rate of killing that was not equalled by Ouschwitz or the holocaust in 
general, or any other.... or the bombing of Germany. And certainly of anyhting 
other than the nuclear weapons which killed perhaps 300,000 people or actually 
less than that in a matter of two days, but in a matter of 6 months or so killed 
about 300,000 people, with radiation deaths. So the technology then has now 
changed the situation in a new way in the sense that a war of the past and even 
massacre of the past did not even come close to threatening extinction or mass 
depopulation, massive depopulation in a short time. That is no longer true. Our 
current technology does giv us the capability which has been exercised to some 
small degree to depopulate large areas very quickly and with the possibility of 
wiping out the conditions for urbanized life or mass living in a given hemisphere 
like the northern hemisphere and beyond that, the real possibility of leading to 
the extinction of humanity withy most other species, leaving behind certain 
species of grass and cockroaches, and perhaps some others and a lot of 
bacteria. But the full capability for doing that has been deliberately manufactured 
and readied for use in a variety of circumstances, not just in very narrowly 
defined circumstances but a number circumstances, this machinery has been 
readied and is ready at this moment. There's... call this a species problem 
although to this date that largest capability is possessed only by two nations. One 
of them with the heritage of Godless communism behind it, the savage oriental 
ruffians, uncivilized race of people. They were the second to acquire this, not 
world destroying and not all life destroying but civilization destroying, humanity 
destroying capability. They were the second. The first of course was our country, 
America the beautiful, God's chosen country, the Christian country which Russia 
turns out to have been to under the surface but for 70 years, religion there was 
certainly opposed and condemned unlike this country. But we are the ones who 
have had variety of Christian faiths and denominations, have pioneered the 
ability to extinguish life in the Northern Hemisphere and perhaps the world, and 
short of that to wipe out tens of millions of people in a matter of hours. What am I 
leading to here? As I've said earlier, this and what I'm about to say later, both will 
sound inevitably as if I'm simply condemning my own country and humanity as a 
whole, and prophecy it's inevitable, shameful doom. Actually if our., if I felt that 
none of this behaviour could be changed and that our actual aggressiveness and 
violence was as instinctive and unchangeable as let's say our revulsion against 
cannibalism, then there would be nothing to predict but there would be you see, 
no possibility other than these weapons being used to their fatal effect. I'm not 
saying that, I feel hopeful. My optimism takes the form of believing that we do 
have a chance. I'm emphasizing how difficult it will be to change this behaviour 











and indeed how unlikely it will be to change these institutions and this behaviour, 
not to cause paralysis though I. .. and yet that's a risk of talking about these 
things as I'm doing, but because I think that risk needs to be taken inorder to 
change our prospect. I think that if we continue to misunderstand ourselves, and 
what we have done and who has done it and why, as we tend to do, there is no 
hope of changing the behaviour in time or at all, and events will take their course 
to their horrible conclusion. I think consciousness in other words of who we are 
as a species is very important and not merely to let Americans off the hook on 
the one hand by saying that we're... what we're doing is the same as everybody 
else, though I am saying that, and it is not to face and not to apologize for other 
countries by saying we're another, we're just as bad as they are, although that is 
true in my view. And I realize, by the way, that simply to say that we are as bad 
as the others, we are not exceptional in the most violent and destructive aspects. 
It's such an unfamiliar notions for Americans that it's almost sure to be heard I 
think if that were heard out of context as anti-American and someone who is 
unreasonably determined to condemn America, to blame America first and to see 
us as the most evil nation and the (inaudible) of all evil. I repeat, I'm not saying 
that, I am saying we are like others and indeed in many respects we have been 
more dangerous than almost any other, we are more dangerous, but not I think 
because of any inherent malevolence or flaws of character but because our very 
commonly shared, universally shared characteristics, the ones we share with 
other states and other humans are combined with a kind of technology and 
historical experience that makes us extremely dangerous, but would have done 
the same for other humans in our position, and I'm afraid are going to do the 
same for a lot of other countries which are going to get in our position because 
the technology that is, I would say, getting out of human control, is likely to be 
used without constraint. That technology is about to be shared quite widely to a 
certain standard course. It's shared by nine declared nuclear states right now but 
a number of others could achieve that within weeks to months and in the larger 
term dozens are capable of achieving it and likely to achieve it if things don't 
change. What has to change? The point I want to make by emphasizing over and 
over, humanity, humanity, humanity, and I don't mean in our genes but in the use 
we make of our various capabilities and the priorities we set and the way we 
work together and our consciousness. What has to change is not limited to any 
few countries and is not to be cured either by a new admistration in this country 
simply, or by us of other countries, our efforts of regime change, our taking over 
the world, our imperial influence will by no means get us or the world out of the 
dangers that we're facing. Now let me move to a second characteristic we have 
as a species. We correctly see ourselves as exceptional in a very positive sense 
in our ability to organize and not only that but our ability to show compassion for 
one another individually within a family, but we're not exceptional for that within a 
family, especially when it comes to mothers caring for babies and children that 
are still nursing. Very commonly mothers in mammals in particular. Even cats or 
(inaudible) animals are very solitary, are very ferocious in caring for their young... 
mothers are ferocious in caring for their young while the young are still nursing 
and obviously there's the other phenomena of families and tribes especially 










among monkeys and many other tribes where warning functions are seen, 
specialized activities are seen that serves the group and self sacrifice is seen 
and mourning as in grief like death and a lot of other phenomena that would 
seem human. Jeffery Mason has been writing books on this subject for some 
time, on the emotional and in effect altruistic or lets say familial behaviour and 
which can even go beyond family relationships of other animals. We obviously 
have this too and our ability to show concern and compassion and to take care of 
other humans and indeed of other animals goes beyond that of other animals, 
not necessarily because of our difference in our emotions as Jeffery has pointed 
out, but because our capabilities are so much greater for helping others and our 
awareness of their problems or their needs can be so much greater, thanks to 
communication, thanks to the global reach of modern technology. So we can 
show concern for people that we've never seen on the other side of the globe or 
even in different neighborhoods to come closer in a way that other animals 
obviously have no capability for doing and no occassion to do, and they're not 
challenged to show any such concern whether they're capable of it or not. But we 
do that and that's ofcourse a very positive aspect of humanity and it is as much a 
matter of being human as anything else I'm talking about. But the second 
limitation of which I would say that want to draw attention to here is a difference 
not to find by a different... some other animals as I've just said, but by a 
difference from the reality of humanity and our image of ourselves, and that 
difference is that, I put it, we are much less reliably and universally concerned 
about humans outside our immediate group, our family, our nation, our religious 
group, to name some quite large groups here beyond the family. We are much 
less concerned about the fate or the welfare of humans outside those groups and 
of many of them inside the group even than we believe or then we think of 
ourselves. And the evidence of this unconcern or this relative indifference is 
actually (inaudible) with us daily, hourly, it's easy to find and yet when we come 
to focus on it or when evidence of it comes up, it is frequently, commonly 
surprising and appears inhuman. The willingness for instance to allow others to 
be oppressed or tortured or to die miserably or to live miserably when we or our 
leaders could quite easily alleviate that suffering. That indifference normally is not 
noticed at all and doesn't come to mind, but it's easy to point to examples of it 
and to bring it to attention in various ways and when that happens, it's regarded 
as very challenging and people ask the same question. They ask of massacre, 
how could this be happening. As I've said, when it comes to massacre, to call 
that inhuman is quite misleading and ideological, propagandistic because infact 
humans are the only animal that does that, literally the only animal that 
massacres other members of it's own species. So it’s very human and moreover 
much more common than people want to believe and moreover more 
characteristic of those humans just like us than we want to believe. It is not just a 
characteristic, no matter who you are, it is not the case in the history of your 
ethnic group or your national group. There is a peculiar absence of any such 
phenomena virtually, as Patrick Kelly once said, there were skeletons in 
everyone's backyard, every nation, every group, every ethnicity. So that's what 
I'm saying. Well by the same token when we find extreme unconcern, we 












managed to be surprised by it and to see it as inhuman and as contradicting our 
concept of what it means to be human or to be respectable, but really, people we 
regard as respectable in every other way and normally regard them as 
respectable and like us or even like role models for us. In reality, virtually all of 
them have their blindness and their indifference to the fate of various other 
groups. Human concern for other humans is very flexible and selective in reality. 
Universality is not only the exception, it's an almost non-existent exception. It 
doesn't occur in a real sense and I'm not talking about the goal of regarding 
everyone with the same concern that we regard our closest relatives and loved 
ones. Some call [ph] or even our own nationals. I am not talking about some 
ideal here in which we are concerned about every child in the same degree that 
we are concerned about our own children. Or they were concerned the victims of 
warfare of any nation to the same degree that we are concerned about American 
casualties. I am not posing that even as an ideal. I think it would be an unrealistic 
ideal from point of view. And not natural to humanity, it is put forth often as a kind 
of ideal. I think that goes too far against, too far from our genetic capabilities and 
perhaps for a good reason. Maybe as with other animals as concerned for our 
own offspring, may be unnecessary in some sense, necessary characteristic but 
special concern. What I am pointing to is the almost, the simply total lack of 
concern for other humans whose welfare does not impinge on us any seriously. 
Is not competitive with ours that much or little, but where we could easily lessen 
their suffering, with inlays that are either very small or just imperceptible. By 
changing our behavior in ways that in no way worsen our own welfare but made 
a great difference for them and we just don't bother to do it largely because we 
don't know about it. Our tension is not focussed on it, there is a great deal, 
obviously, that we don't think about or become aware of. But I am saying even 
when we are made aware of it, the ability of humans to live with awareness of 
that suffering of others which could be alleviated and without doing anything 
about it or caring is part of our humanity. It is not inhuman, it is human. The 
question that is not to say that it can change because there is a plasticity to 
human behavior more than any other behavior and that is part of what I am 
talking about. Both concern and hostility for other humans is very manipulate by 
our leaders, by our role models, by our media, by our religious leaders, by our 
friends, by our own moods from day to day but above all we can come to be 
concerned about certain people from one day to the next and quite dramatically if 
our leaders focus on that or media focuses on it or their plight becomes very 
physical and tangible and above all visual for photographs or face to face 
confrontation. It can make a very great difference in our concern for the welfare 
of certain other humans. And it can go away from the next day if we are told that 
they are unworthy or they are a danger to us and the same goes for hostility. So 
this is a characteristic that can lead to much mutual welfare and among our best 
qualities and it can lead and does lead to not only war but neglect. Extreme 
neglect, and extreme devastation. Let me help [ph] in putting paragraphs in here 
but obviously lot of paragraphs are needed. 









To sum up this second characteristic I am speaking of now, human concern for 
other humans, which we like to think of as being universal and very strong 
concern at least in us and those of us we most respect in our closest friends and 
closest peer group is in fact not a characteristic of any group and certainly of 
ours. Not of any of the ones who are thinking of, but it's not America, not given 
religion, not Christians, not Jews, not etc. It is uncharacteristic, in fact it 
essentially never occurs and for everyone concern for other humans is selective, 
changeable, manipulable, changing, variable in other words, and that’s a problem 
only because that is a problem for our survival of the species. Only because in 
modern times the impact of our own individual actions and above all of our group 
actions and of nations and international actions, America above all, is so 
widespread and global indeed. The impact of our cars, of our forest cutting, of 
our general effect on ozone, obviously affects humanity worldwide. And our 
ability to project forces abroad and to export destruction and explosives, power is 
worldwide, in this country specially. And the impact we can have and the impact 
we actually do have on people far from us, does in fact greatly outrun, 
enormously outrun the typical limits of our level of concern. I don't need simply 
the limits of concern of our utmost concern as for our family. It outlimits, it 
outdistances the contours of our concern at all. I'm metaphorically here talking 
about geographical concerns and that is not merely a metaphor because in 
general, out of sight, out of mind and out of sight, out of care to a large extent but 
obviously that is not completely true. We do identify with Americans, for example, 
with vast distances, even outside America. And with family members, and with 
national groups of origin. Jews care very much about Israel, but that is hardly 
unique, although there are some unique aspects to it. But Germans, Romanians, 
Hungarians, Avens [ph] in general do have concerns for their countries of origin, 
in this country, which is a country of immigrants. So concern is not totally 
geographically bound but it is at the same time true, that the further away in 
terms of geographical distance and perhaps even more cultural distance and 
unfamiliarity drops off very sharply and I am saying it is important to recognize, 
unflattering as it is to our species, that it doesn't just drop off to a somewhat low 
level. It drops of to 0, practically speaking. For most people, i am not saying 
everybody but I am willing to say I know of no saint, no prophet, no boddhisatva, 
human boddhisatva known to me who in fact can easily be found to be ignoring 
just totally neglecting the welfare of a group of people that is within his or her 
power to help in some way. [inaudible] blind to it. Let me give one example that 
applies to some people of unusually broad concern and that is some of the 
catholic priests and nun that I have worked with i the peace movement, who 
really do show an extraordinary willingness for self-sacrifice and a universality 
and a relative universality or concern for the welfare of other beings, God's 
creatures and yet we have learnt in the last ten years virtually to a man and 
woman of those people, they managed to keep silent about what many of them 
either knew or could have known the oppression of tens of thousands and more 
of young children, mostly boys, some girls who have been terribly abused and in 
many cases raped by their colleagues, and managed simply not to sacrifice any 
of their institutional status, such as it remained. In order to spread the learning of 









the, rather dramatic example, and I don't give that to single out Catholics or 
priests as being particularly hypocritical or blameworthy but quite the contrary to 
say that even these people who I really do feel are exemplary and unusual 
human beings in their integrity and their courage and their compassion. I think 
simply exemplify what I believe is simply true of every human without exception 
and that is that they have the ability, the real ability, not just a hype or 
hypothetical and the likelihood of sharing in some form of oppression, either 
directly participating in it or participating by silence and [inaudible]. General rule 
I'll say here, people in general, are capable of anything, doing anything to avoid 
being expelled from certain groups or losing their membership in certain sub¬ 
groups of humanity and there is no one who doesn't make some compromises at 
best or conform at worse to a [inaudible] way, terrible way to patterns of neglect 
or oppression when to oppose those particular group patterns, would expel them 
from a particular group or lead to their loss of status in it. I'm not saying that 
people don’t differ, and that there aren't exceptions, that people don't differ in 
their, what they were put up with. I believe we can be more like saints in the old 
world, in the old hymn or saying, we can be saints too. They are in many 
respects models, I think worth models, and including a number of secular saints. 
But it would be mistake to believe that such people are without flaw. If that were 
the case we couldn't be like them. It all happens around and isn't anyone like 
that. They are all flawed in one respect or other, in their behavior and that is part 
of being human. That is human and I don't think that will ever change. The 
question then, why then am I saying, I'm not fatalistic [ph], if that is the case? 
Being compassionate, being concerned about people on whom we have an 
impact, being responsible, accepting responsibility for your impact is as human 
as being unconcerned about other people, under other circumstances, it is as 
human as the worst things that people do, and vice versa. The worst things that 
people do are as much a part of being human as the good things. Humanity is a 
mixed bag, a mixed capabilities with an unusual perhaps unique, I guess unique, 
degree of plasticity and a sense of ability to learn and change and to help others 
change. And fortunately the violent things that people do are not compelled in 
almost any case by genes, in the sense that, other people in a similar situation 
would inevitably act just the same way or the people always have to act as they 
have acted in those situations. If the aggression was as inborn in some people as 
we tend to think, and inborn in all people under those situations, there would be 
little prospect for, basis for hope. But what I have been saying is not that, but 
rather the ability to be violent, the ability to be unconcerned, the ability to be 
convinced by leaders or teachers or models that certain other humans must be 
killed or tortured or enslaved. All of these are capabilities and they are, and it is 
very [inaudible] but not inevitabilities. They are not inevitable instincts in 
themselves. It's the, what I am saying does seem to be ingrained in our, written in 
our genes, is this great range of behavior. The possibility of not, and the idea that 
it can be changed just by an individual against all social influences on them is 
quite unrealistic and not much change will occur that way. It does happen that 
individuals are innovators and heroes in particular situations. Of course and that 
is very important, but it is unusual, it is very unusual, but on the other hand we 













can aspire to organize change by social pressures, by organized effort based in 
some cases on the insights of these heroes or innovators to prophets. These 
prophets, we can change the way our institutions work, the way our teachers 
work, the way our....Not easily and not certainly, not even with high probability, 
simply it is possible. I think if this change is to occur, I believe it is essential to 
perceive it as very difficult and in many respects, very long run, but some 
changes have to happen quite fast. It would be easy to be fatalistic, about that 
time scale and indeed I couldn't that it was someone who said that we have no 
chance to do that in time. I couldn't say they are wrong or they are unrealistic. I 
just don't agree with that in part because I see some possibilities that they may 
not be seeing for action and for change. I know some history in the past, that 
such people I think, have not become aware of and at the same time, I see 
dangers that very few of them are aware of. I respect very much Thomas 
Johnson who is at present, who is on life exhibits, great change, as it is mind, it is 
pretty much on the same trajectory of cold war participation for many years, 
followed by becoming very critical and active and exposing it. And exposing un¬ 
imperial plans, Thomas Johnson, I know that he feels virtually fatalistic that 
change cannot occur in time and I respect that in the sense that I don't think that 
is a purely self-serving notion of his simply to excuse his passivity. In fact he is 
not being passive, he is working to talk about the world as if he believed there 
was a chance to change things, but I think in his mind, he thinks that chances 
[inaudible] small. I am not convinced of that although it does look worse to me by 
far than it did, say 10 or 20 years ago. Not worse however that it occurred to me 
30 years ago. Then with an ongoing vertical arms race so to speak, between the 
US and the Soviet Union, I could say I was far more pessimistic about the future 
of the human species in the short run, that I am now, even the end had changed 
by, and in that case, not just by my waking up and seeing what was wrong, but 
as I say by events in the world that I believe, don't call my own judgement in the 
question even though I was wrong. Virtually, but there was virtually miraculous 
changes that changed the conditions. We were reacting to gave us some time 
here, gave us some time. 

We are a species capable of caring about other species, even some very 
different from our own and which don't, in obvious reasons, benefit us and yet we 
have taken effective action to prevent the extinction of some of those 
endangered species. The extinction is usually not always, but usually 
endangered by the action of ourselves or of other humans. But we have 
changed, we have acted to change that behavior effectively and lay a preserving 
habitat and conditions in which those species can be preserved from extinction 
and that is a reflection, not only of our other threat peoples, like human activity 
for those species, but of our capability for concern. What other species has 
actively helped to help another species, in general preserve it from extinction. We 
are an endangered species. We are endangered above all by our own human 
behavior. The war of the worlds I think reflects aliens from another planet or solar 
system. Coming to the Earth to imperialize it, colonize it and that was a threat. 
The humanity as a whole of extinction or enslavement which was countered 











however by our despise for [inaudible] for little bacteria to restrict the aliens for 
vulnerable, in a way that they were not vulnerable to our human activity. But the 
threat has never been so far from aliens or even alien bacteria so far. It’s been 
from other humans, it hasn't been from some other animal either. I don't know 
whether humans were ever in danger of extinction from another species but that 
raises a question. They haven't been for a long endangered that and I raised the 
question this morning and I don't know the answer. Has any species other than 
ours actually wiped out, extinguished a different species? One question. Second 
question, has any species other than ours ever endangered it's own species 
survival. 99.9% of all species that have existed have become extinct but how? By 
their own action without a massive environmental change, the dinosaurs who 
lived for millions of years unlike us, so far, were not wiped out by their own action 
or by any particular dinosaurs or other species but by, it would seem, a cosmic 
event of a asteroid or something, hitting the Earth and causing such a [inaudible] 
wipe out the sunlight and kill the vegetation on which they lived or they required. 
Has any species actually by its own action changed it's environment so much as 
literally to become extinct? I think that has happened regionally, or on smaller 
regions where [inaudible] I suppose it happened to some species have over 
grazed somehow or caused part of that species to become extinct but has that 
ever happened on a global basis or where the species actually drove itself out of 
existence altogether, pretty much by it's own action? Has any other species done 
that to another species? Third, So we are an endangered species quite contritely, 
we are in danger of killing not only ourselves, but most other species in the same 
way the dinosaurs went. Very close physically to the same way. In this case by 
causing it ourselves. Let me move to, I am circling around you might say and 
moving in on one very central theme that I wrote off my book which is that 
Americans have to come to understand that we not only have a leadership 
position in the world which makes such that it changes to come it can come 
sufficiently without our not only participating but leading it. That’s on one hand 
but more than that we are in fact a major, the leader in the threat that I am 
speaking to the threat to human survival and just to say that is so risks being 
seen as incredibly anti-American that I think it somehow has to be prepared or to 
contextualize in a way that will make people open to hearing what I see, to 
seeing what I see as a reality. I am in the end, I don't say only to make myself 
appear more patriotic or more credible, but because I think it is really 
fundamental that I am not singling out Americans in terms of peculiar human 
characteristics that they have or peculiarities of their leadership but rather that 
our leaders have been that history and technology and geography has put them 
in a position that human leaders, any humans in their positions will likely to 
become very dangerous in a way that our leaders and our country has become 
very dangerous. And in any case, we are not going to be alone in that, knowing 
our own, the threats that we pose and the mistakes we have made is particularly 
important for a number of reasons, but one of them is that they are liekly to be 
imitated by a number of, probably our being imitated at this very moment by other 
countries like Pakistan and India and many others that are likely to join them. So 
its important to understand from that point of view but these mistakes have to 










corrected in this country. I feel myself, I don’t think its possible to understand the 
urgency and the scale of the threat that faces humanity and this country in 
particular. Without being able to recognize what is very hard for Americans to 
conceive and that is that recklessness and violence and unjustifiable violence is 
as available to American leaders as to Germans, Nazis, Japanese imperialists, 
Rwandans, Soviets, people who have in the last century committed the worst 
crimes known to us in history or modern history. To think we are not capable of 
that scale and degree of unconcern to human welfare. It's natural to think how 
ever bad a mistake [inaudible] they cant be as bad as the bad, is simply mistaken 
and to believe is to keep you from recognizing just how dangerous the situation 
actually is. There are ways of eliminating that historically, in other words, even in 
historical terms that perception, that we are not capable of this degree of cruelty 
or recklessness is mistaken because there are aspects of history that simply not 
in American Consciousness. For example, our influence in Central America and 
many other parts of the third world through proxies has been as cruel as any 
behavior to be found. Wouldn't say that it is necessarily worse, than the worst of 
the Stalinist or Hitlerian behavior. But it is not better and that is simply not known 
to most Americans but because the cover story that was done by independent 
and relatively uncivilized dictators like Saddam Hussein who is one of ours and in 
fact keeps Americans from recognizing that there is anything like other countries 
in the world, other imperial countries actually we are very like other imperial 
countries in the world. But there is a difference, the nuclear build up in this place, 
gives a destructive power at the hands of an American President that is 
possessed now a days by no one other than the Russian president. And never 
has been and we were the first to acquire that but many aspects of our unknown 
history secret history, parts of which are unknown to me indicate that that power 
is not safely safe in those American hands any more than it is in the Russian 
hands. It is wrong to give the benefit of doubt or to rely on the good judgement 
and the human concern of these American leaders and I am not talking here 
about the president administration by any means. It is not, it is very far off from 
the any kind of assurance that that power wont be used catastrophically if we are 
to change the system, we have to become aware of what the danger is. I feel 
myself in a position of the [inaudible] whoever he was, and that hasn't come out 
who warned general Romeo Delray in 1994 in detail of what was being planned 
in terms of the coup and annihilation of the tootsie [ph] which led, as I said 
earlier, to the fastest devastation in history in a few months later. His warning 
[inaudible] passed that warning on and lived still with the intense frustration and 
guilt that nothing was done. He was unable, he did not succeed in achieving any 
response, useful response, from his superiors or anybody else and that 
destruction simply went on with the unconcern of our white house and our people 
that White House was occupied by Bill Clinton and Tony Lake at that time, and Al 
Gore. Clinton has actually apologized for that later and except that one can 
apologize but it is unusual for a leader to acknowledge any failure like that 
extremely unusual and he did do that in Africa and was appreciated to some 
extent but it didn't bring anyone back to life of course. What I am saying is I feel 
in the position of warning like that, with secret knowledge of what is prepared and 







what is planned, in this case not so much as in terms of definite time table or of a 
definite decision to kill specific people at a specific time and place but rather of a 
very real readiness and expectation of carrying out to be very specific here, some 
nuclear explosion, some people at some times in the near future and another 
analogy would be, if you are in a position of an SS officer who was actually one 
[inaudible] aware and shocked by the plans for the holocaust and who opposed 
them, wanted them to warn people some extent of what was coming in terms of 
the holocaust. I am saying not trusted my awareness is of a planned catastrophe 
comparable to those. I am saying that I am aware of a contingent prepared and 
expected catastrophe vastly greatly than any of those or has ever been seen in 
history, in my last file that I dictated a couple of days ago, elsewhere I described 
my awareness of the plans for killing 600 million people which, of whom many of 
those people, their deaths for many of the people, even 100s of millions, their 
deaths would be "undesired and in one respect inadvertent" but not unexpected 
on the contrary, unforeseen as inevitable and in escapable consequence or 
[inaudible] of the vast killing that we did intend to do. And it goes beyond that of 
course because in a couple of respects Those estimates were great under¬ 
estimates and the first place, I was just talking about the effect of the dinosaurs, 
carrying out that plan which was seen as desirable by some high level 
Americans, including the Chief of Staff at the Air Force, General Curtis Lemay, 
who was appointed to that job by John F. Kennedy in full knowledge of his 
inclinations and his past activities which included the greatest massacres in 
human history uptill that time, namely the [inaudible] bombing of Japan and the 
atomic bombs on Japan and that man believing that we should do the same thing 
to Russia if he were allowed was given the job of chief of staff of the air force by 
John F. Kennedy and in a year of the Berlin crisis in which it looked quite 
possible, in effect was up to the responses of the Russians to our threats that this 
plan would be carried out and it came very close to being carried out one year 
later in the Cuban missile crisis in which I was involved. If that plan had been 
carried out, then the effect of the asteroid hitting the Earth millions of years ago, 
that destroyed over a brief period of time like about a 100 years, the dinosaurs 
who would rule the earth for, in a sense that we rule it now for millions of years. 
That we were going to produce the same event as a man made event, a US 
made event. The blotting out of the sun would have then made an America 
phenomenon by a Democratic, by both democratic and republican 
administrations I should say. Set in motion under Harry Truman, under FDR 
actually and Harry Truman, and greatly multiplied in capability by Eisenhower 
and multiplied again by John F. Kennedy and what the machinery, without 
foreseeing the effect, would in fact have created clouds of oppress of soot and 
smoke and debris from the burning of cities which were among the principal 
targets that would have blotted out the sunlight and as it took place in summer, 
would have lowered temperatures perhaps 20 degrees C, killed the crops, frozen 
the water, led to vast famine and epidemic in any case and could have changed 
the climate the winds, the equatorial winds in such a way that fallout and clouds 
would cover the entire earth including the southern hemisphere as well as the 
northern and conceivably then producing a global nuclear winter that would have 










ended all life, higher life, leaving the bacteria. That was a real possibility which 
was not understood at that time and was not understood for another 20 years or 
40 years after these plans began to be made, in the early 80s. The nuclear 
winter, last night I was reading a new revelation, book published last year by Len 
Eaton of Stanford showing that we have known for at least 20 years and for 
some people much longer than that, that the thermal effects of thermal nuclear 
explosions, the fire effects are likely to be far more lethal than the blast effects, 
although the blast is all that is calculated by the air force and the thermal effects 
have never been calculated or made parts of predictions. There is also radiation 
which are very wide spread, that has been taken into account but the immediate 
deaths, not from radiation but within days of the attack are likely to be more than 
fires of the kind we produced in Tokyo than from blast. Or the immediate heat of 
the explosion, the great mass fires are likely to and that has never to this day 
been taken into account by the air force and major problem, if you look at, is the 
intellect, the major intellectual problem in the book is, how has it come about that 
they have never introduced this into calculations. She gives various hypothesis 
as to why they haven't. An aspect of that, to me is inescapable, is the point I 
made earlier, the relative lack of concern for these casualties, human casualties 
and a willingness, a lack of concern for the vast vast scale. So supposing I had 
known 20 years early somehow from some particular scientist who put me on to 
it, that our plans were pointing toward nuclear winter and supposing I had known 
that in 1961 instead of 1983, Would I have let that remain a secret from the 
public as I did in fact let remain secret my knowledge that the deaths would be 
600 million, would I have just as well kept the secret that the deaths could be 
several billion if there were hemispheric nuclear winter or, well it was only 3 
billion people in the world that time. Lets say 3 billion. Actually I have to say I 
would have because I regarded 600 million as sufficiently catastrophic and I was 
concerned what I could inside the administration to change that situation and in 
fact I may have had some effect on that, that if war had occurred, not right away, 
but if war had occurred in 63, it might have been less than 600 million people 
who died thanks to efforts to which I contributed. But that was what I was doing. 
But I did not move to inform the public as a whole or Congress as a whole. Had I 
thought of it even it would have seemed unlikely, I would have rejected for a lots 
of reasons wrongly. So but now we do know, [inaudible] has brought out in her 
book, I noticed her own efforts and others efforts to raise this question of thermal 
effects have never succeeded in being picked up by the air force or inside these 
circles, for what's that worth to the extent it matters. Of course the destruction is 
so vast anyway there is a strong, one does have to ask the question what 
difference could this make to anything or to anybody to know that the immediate 
effects are even greater than they have been calculated, because we are already 
talking about hundreds of millions of people. So, I don't know if that makes a 
difference, but it does reflect this human ability to be unconcerned for the effect 
which is far greater than virtually anyone knows. As I said, by virtue of my almost 
uniquely being confronted with these calculations I have been living with and 
wrestling with for 40 years, somewhat more than 40 years. An awareness about 
human capabilities that is not ideally shared even among people with high 











clearances. And which I think is necessary to share unhappy, as that painful as 
that news is, and incredible as it is. I would like to seek talks about the possibility 
of learning from catastrophe and she makes the realistic point that unfortunately 
that is often the way we have to learn because prior fore-warning of catastrophe 
is simply not acted on and is not, doesn't lead to averting the catastrophe, so you 
have to learn from the catastrophe itself. Abu Garib has a potential for 
transformation in to a certain degree, at positive that is new for this reason. The 
torture of our adversaries, such as revolutionary movements in the third worlds 
has gone on, on a vast scale for many, for more than a generation, since the 
sixties, the same 40 years period I am talking about. At least and by American, it 
was American [inaudible] we have been torturing through proxies all that time 
and that has not succeeded, no one has succeeded in getting that through the 
media and through congress into American consciousness. As an American 
process. So there is nothing new about the torture that is happening to our 
opponents, half the people picked off the streets in Iraq who were in Abu Garib 
except the fact that the torture is now being done directly by Americans and not 
just as advisors, that’s the difference between the process of direct empire, which 
we, this administration has embarked on, and the indirect empire that we have 
had ever since our operations against the Indians in the continent and the 
Mexican war, that was direct empire again. Philippines, direct empire, but in 
general and Indonesia, and the GM [ph] phase of Vietnam war and the French 
phase, there was indirect empire preserving our public from the awareness that it 
was a matter of American policy that civilians were being killed and many, 
civilians and others were being tortured. In this case, the combination of 
photographs and the media, the internet and the media, and the fact, that the 
photographs were photographs of Americans has brought to our awareness the 
notion that Americans are capable of doing this. Now the administration of course 
has made great effort with a fair success to say it is some relatively uncivilized 
Americans, some hillbilly's out of control from West Virginia, people who couldn't 
get other employment, people not highly educated and bad apples which occurs 
in any culture. That's untrue of course, most of it thanks to the Google report and 
many other reports have come out now. We have been made aware that many 
high level people ordered this, were aware of it and demanded it, and managed. 
Almost surely that points directly to the Secretary of Defense, Rumsfeld, his 
deputy, [inaudible] and Cambon [ph] deputy, General Laken and of course above 
them all, President Bush. But that has not been proven yet and despite the 
strong possibility and circumstantial evidence, the very man who has been quite, 
thanks to leaks, and having recommended or at least permitted legally this 
torture, mainly Alberto Gonzales, is almost surely about to be confirmed as our 
highest legal officer. That illustrates a limit on our concern about the torture. The 
torture of these other humans, 70 or 80% of which has been reported, had 
nothing to do with the code insurgency that we are facing, they were simply in 
effect picked off out of their homes, or on the street and yet the American public 
is living with that very easily and it was never mentioned in the political debates, 
trying to campaign, over by Kerry because he feared, that to criticize this would 
lose him votes than it gained him. Yet nevertheless it remains to say that there is 












some chance for changing this situation because it does bring to American 
consciousness that human behavior of this kind is not limited to Nazi's or 
Japanese or even to Saddam Hussein or to Latin American dictators. But is 
available to and practiced by American, normal Americans, our heroic soldiers, 
some of our heroic soldiers and their bosses in the military hierarchy and 
approved by American lawyers. So this is currently still shocking and some 
people are very opposed to it, in fact you could say many people, but not enough 
to make it risky for the President to put the concilliary of this operation, the lawyer 
Gonzales, the Judge, in fact who had earlier ratified, confirmed all of his denials 
of pardon in Texas in capital punishment cases. Not enough to make it risky for 
him to named and confirmed as attorney general. If we want to restore to 
[inaudible] against torture which we thought was an American taboo before. We 
thought that it was un-American, it was not what we did, we did not do that, we 
felt absolutely justified and self-righteous in denouncing it when done by others 
and we have not only signed torture conventions, criminalizing torture as an 
international crime, but have ratified those unusually in our domestic legislation 
confirming that the Geneva Accords and other conventions are part of domestic 
so we had a significant here not only a norm against torture but a strong norm 
kind of taboo. The President of course is directly, has directly challenged by his 
approach on this, on the grounds that the new threatly face makes it 
unacceptable for us to condemn or ban torture to the extent the other countries 
have done and insist on doing, even though many of those countries do face a 
terrorist threat and have experienced it but we like Israel, have to legitimize it. 
Even Israel, the Supreme court has finally condemned it but Israel is one country 
that has openly endorsed and rather asserted their right to torture, facing the kind 
of threat we are facing. If we want to restore a strong norm against torture or 
even against most torture that we have already been doing, if we want to stop 
most of that and even allow in some extraordinary cases. I question whether you 
can have a ban that really allows it even in extraordinary cases, you don't have a 
ban, you have a management of torture. Just torture in effect just like war. But if 
you want to restore that ban we have to act very quickly on it or we have lost it. I 
would say that a taboo once abandoned or rejected can’t be restored certainly 
with the same strength and probably at all. It's gone and that’s in danger of 
happening very quickly and I mean within weeks and months. Right now, the 
confirmation of Alberto Gonzales is almost irrevocable on that but not entirely 
because so far all the democrats managed to vote against his confirmation on 
the judiciary committee and in theory, they don't have enough to keep them from 
being confirmed unless they [inaudible] almost truly not going to do. I believe that 
is a big mistake. I think it is in their capability to filibuster [ph] right now to show 
that not only, if you don't want Gonzales being prepared for a leadership in court 
position, which is the implication of his being made Attorney General, and that he 
can't be Attorney General having legitimized torture specially in the contorted and 
totally opportunistic and careerist way that he did. Unprincipled, obviously 
unprincipled argument. Even in general terms you don't want an Attorney 
General that’s slavishly willing to give the President the legal advice that he 
wants under any circumstances. So I would like to see, and I would say that's not 






impossible that but extremely unlikely to Filibuster [ph] his confirmation, there are 
people strongly urging that. There is a movement for it and if that, and even the 
very fact that major opposition without a filibuster [ph] keeps open the principle 
that this is wrong in the eyes at least of the democrats and obviously of 
republicans who must share that view but who don't want to go against their 
party's president. That at least keeps open the notion that secretly there really is 
a norm here that is begin violated, a strong norm. As the torture continues, and is 
further legitimated, within weeks and months more of such behavior, it will be 
hard to say that torture is an aspect of behavior that is being rejected by 
civilization and that civilization is acted on the contrary. Our civilized country will 
be leading the world along Israel toward a restoration of the inquisition and that 
is, I would say, almost sure to lead to routinizing of torture in this country. Not 
only in [inaudible] but in the jails and the cabs of this country where terrorist 
suspects, which is an extremely broad category maybe held and there will 
certainly migrate to other minorities, to blacks, to others in prisons, in regular 
prisons. It may well be there already to an extent that has so far been invisible. I 
suspect that there has been, somebody is very same practices, that we have 
seen in Abu Garib have been characteristic in our prisons for some times without 
the general public knowing about it and one hint of that is the fact that the one 
person who has been convicted without a confession which is Sergeant Grainer, 
or rather Corporal or something, Grainer was a prison guard and I suspect 
strongly that this was, that he was not doing things that he was totally unfamiliar 
to him, from his prison experience and I think Pennsylvania. I am saying that the 
same human characteristics that may make torture in fact widely available to 
humans and not including American humans, make massacre, and indeed 
genocide and beyond genocide, omnigenocide by nuclear weapons very 
available to Americans and in fact they have, Americans of both parties have 
secretly co-operated in installing the entire machinery for carrying out such 
genocidal acts. Could well have used them in this last year last year, had they 
faced an imminent attack of chemical weapons or biological weapons from 
Saddam Hussein. Nuclear weapons targets were picked out as Bill Arken [ph] 
revealed in the LA times by a special group under Secretary Rumsfeld for such 
cases, and for other cases where we thought we knew the whereabouts if we 
thought we knew the whereabouts which it turns out. If we thought we knew the 
whereabouts, of nuclear stockpiles, or nuclear production facilities, or chemical 
warfare and then in warfare and they were underground and could be reached 
only by nuclear weapons, there was a real possibility that we would attack them 
without having been attacked or without an imminence of attack. The irony there 
is of course, Rumsfeld announced that we knew where those WMDs were and 
he was in every case wrong as was Paul. Not only did we not know where the 
WMDs were, that was true and in the gulf war in 1991 where we not able to find 
them when they did exist. In this case, the belief that they existed and that we 
knew where they were according to Rumsfeld, was wrong. They didn't even exist 
and yet it is possible that we could have used an underground nuclear weapon, 
that is a penetrating nuclear weapon which would have created a great fallout 
against a side we believed to have exist and which inspection has now shown did 









not in fact hold any WMDs. Again that is part of a miracle of our not having such 
an explosion, that's almost miraculous. Why didn't we do it this time? Partly 
because the conventional forces of the Iraqi's under Saddam collapsed so 
quickly or let us say, withdrew and buried their weapons so quickly that it didn't 
seem necessary to go to such extremes. The war was over too quickly, but if 
they had in fact carried it on much further with a urban resistance in Baghdad, 
who knows, I think we might well have used some nuclear weapons in the course 
of the war. Again, that statement remark [ph] me as an extremist or alarmist by 
most people. In fact I make that, quite on the basis I believe, a lot of evidence 
and experience which is certainly far from total assurance, or total confidence. 
But as a possibility, I think I have the basis for making that judgement. Sum up or 
tighten up a few threads. As I said earlier, we are an endangered species, we are 
the single species that endangers ourselves and many others. We are perhaps 
the only species that does or has endangered others and we do that on a very 
great scale. As I say, we also endanger ourselves forth we are a species that has 
the capability to be concerned about other species and ourselves and to act on 
that effectively, in ways that have not been seen before, and that represent 
changes in our own institutions and norms and procedures. We have that 
capability not easily available, but potentially available. I happen to think that part 
of our predicament currently is general unawareness even by being informed 
people, and by the general public of the nature and dimensions of our danger. 
Specifically that has been created by the US and Russia and to a lesser degree 
by other nations. And that bringing out publicly, is part of the chance of bringing 
about change in the short run which is when it is needed. I am not under the 
illusion that simply exposing this or publicizing it that will have necessarily any 
effect at all or even I would have to say even is likely to make great change. 
Perhaps 20 and 30 years ago I would have put the likelihood higher than I do 
now or 40 years ago. But the experience of the last 40 years have shown me, 
there's disillusionment beyond that and I know that the chance of having any 
effect is not high and of having a sufficient effect is low and in time sufficient 
effect in time, the chance of that is low. That sort of statement can be edited so 
don't have to wind around like that, just edit it on the page. But I do believe 
possible and worth trying the, in particular of course there has been a lack of 
documents to make this real and one of the obstacles to awareness and change 
that I have been talking about this afternoon is [inaudible] that Americans could 
be this thoughtless, this reckless, this violent, this vicious perhaps in their 
preparations and their planning. The incredulity is natural for the people of any 
nation or any group but it is wrong for all of them and specifically wrong for us. 
Second there is an even wider incredulity that humans who deserve to be called 
humans could do this, [inaudible] thinking Americans could possibly do it and 
thus being continually surprised even when other lesser breeds of human, lesser 
nations do this sort of thing, we don't generalize from it on the grounds that it is 
extraordinary and really unpredictable and that involves just remaining ignorant 
of how often that has been done and by whom and under what circumstances. 
Just hearing last night on the radio, Adam Huckshild [ph] talk about his book, 
"Ken Leopold's Ghost" and pointing out that the extreme incredible depredations 









of Leopold in the Congo, this was not by Congolese or Rwandans, against each 
other but by white Europeans against Africans and that took place in a 40 year 
period from 1880 to 1920. Relatively, in other words in the lifetime of my father 
and which involved not just the worst depredations of slavery but even far more 
extreme where hands were routinely and regularly cut off of people who didn't 
produce for them enough raw rubber, wild rubber, for his needs for his personal 
profit and this has been done as far as quite recently and certain African 
countries, the hand cutting, in a widespread scale, but we tend to look at that as 
something that black Africans do, savages just out of the veldt, or the fear on the 
trees. Quite wrong, and we haven't looked at the implications of slavery, the 
European slave trade, which we profited by, the slave trade in this country which 
was mostly organized by New Englanders amazingly enough and of course in 
which the whole south participated as recently as the civil war. But our actions in 
central America and Indonesia and elsewhere are the real nature of the degree 
of atrocity in Vietnam but above all, the hidden history of our nuclear planning 
which simply has no parallel in the history of our species except on a vastly 
smaller scale, the holocaust or the man-induced famines under Stalin in Ukraine 
and elsewhere. And the vast purges [ph] [inaudible] or the depravations of China, 
of Japan in China. These are comparable to the holocaust in various lives [ph] 
but these are the only analogies and I say they are on a vastly smaller scale so a 
difficult thing for an American such as myself to accept the awareness of. 








